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Drawings 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: Fig. 5 Reference S114 and Fig. 11 and 13 References 232-235, 246. 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d), or amendment to the 
specification to add the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 
CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be 
notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 1, is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 

Patent No 4,422,765 to Hoffman in view of US Patent No 5,493,386 to Thompson. 
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Regarding claim 1, Hoffman discloses an apparatus for an image to be printed by 
a printer, the apparatus comprising: 

an operating unit; (Fig 1 Reference 13, Col 3 Lin 15-17) 

an ink-amount calculating unit for calculating data that substantially relates to an 
ink-amount required for printing the image generated by the image processing unit; (Fig 
2 Reference 24) and 

a display unit for displaying the ink-amount data. (Fig. 2 Reference 26) 

Hoffman does not disclose expressly 

a capturing unit for obtaining an original image that is subject to image 
processing in response to an operation performed via the operating unit; 

an image processing unit for processing the original image to generate an image 
for printing by the printer. 

Furthermore, Hoffman does not specifically disclose that the image being 
processed and printed is a logo. 

Thompson discloses 

a capturing unit for obtaining an original image (Fig 1 Reference 120, Col 3 Lin 
43-45) that is subject to image processing in response to an operation performed via the 
operating unit; (Fig 1 Reference 100 and 160, Col 3 Lin 45-47) 

an image processing unit for processing the original image to generate an image 
for printing by the printer; 

a display unit for displaying the image data. (Col 10, Lin 5-7) 

and specifically that the image being processed is a logo. (Col 2 Lin. 23-26) 
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The Hoffman and Thompson Patents are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor relating to an apparatus that captures and processes an image. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the capturing unit subject to image processing, the image 
processing control of the specified logo, and the display unit of the image data in the 
Thompson Patent as the original image to be analyzed in the apparatus specified in the 
Hoffman Patent. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to produce a displayed, 
clear and manipulated logo with calculated ink consumption values from which 
variations in expected cost and bid prices from printing companies can occur depending 
upon ink quantities displayed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the Thompson Patent with the 
Hoffman Patent to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1. 

Claims 2-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of US Patent No 5,592,298 to Caruso. 

Regarding claim 2, which depends from claim 1 , the combination of Hoffman and 
Thompson does not expressly disclose that the apparatus as described in claim 1, 
wherein the ink-amount calculating unit determines a number of color pixels in the logo 
data as attribute data. 
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However, Caruso discloses an apparatus, wherein the ink-amount calculating 
unit determines a number of color pixels in the logo data as attribute data. (Col 3 Lin 63- 
67, Col 4 Lin 1-3, Fig 1 Reference 1 14) 

The combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied in claim 1 and the Caruso 
Patent are combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor that relates to 
image processing and printing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the determined number of pixels in the Caruso Patent in order to 
calculate the ink-usage specified in the combination of Hoffman and Thompson. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to enable the user to 
recognize ink consumption based on the pixel count of the logo being processed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the Caruso Patent with the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson to obtain the invention specified in claim 2. 

Regarding claim 3, w hich depends from claim 1 , the combination of Hoffman and 
Thompson further teaches: 

An apparatus as described in claim 1, wherein the logo data contains a plurality 
of colors (Thompson Col 2, Lin 16-32) to be analyzed and their ink quantities displayed 
on the display unit as attribute data. (Hoffman Col 4, Lin 53-60) 

The combination of Hoffman and Thompson does not expressly disclose an ink- 
amount calculating unit that determines a pixel counts for each color in the logo data as 
attribute data. 

However, Caruso discloses an ink-amount calculating unit that determines a pixel 
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Count for each color in the logo data as attribute data. (Col 3 Lin 63-67, Col 4 Lin 1-3, 
Fig 1 Reference 114) 

The combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied in claim 1 and the Caruso 
Patent are combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor that relates to 
image processing and printing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the determined the count of pixels in the image in the Caruso 
Patent in order to calculate the ink-usage of multiple colors for display as attribute data 
specified in the combination of Hoffman and Thompson. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to enable the user to 
display ink quantities based on pixel count in accordance with the multiple colors used 
in the image. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the Caruso Patent with the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson to obtain the invention specified in claim 3. 

Regarding claim 4, which depends from claim 3, the combination of Hoffman and 
Thompson in further view of Caruso teaches: 

An apparatus as described in claim 3, wherein the plurality of logo data colors 
includes a first printing color and a second printing color, (Thompson, Col 2 Lin 16-32) 
the ink-amount calculating unit calculates as attribute data the pixel count (please see 
rational provided in claim 2) of the first color and the pixel count of the second color, and 
the display unit displays the first color pixel count and the second color pixel count as 
respective attribute data. (Please see rational provided for claim 3) 
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However, the combination of Hoffman and Thompson in further view of Caruso 
does not expressly disclose a logo data color including a non-printing color. 

However, it is officially noted that it was known to a person skilled in the art that 
in many cases the non-printing color is included in the logo or image being printed. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include this non-printing color in the logo data specified in claim 
1. 

The motivation for doing so would have been due to the fact that the shape of the 
entire print data to be printed does not often conform to the precise shape of the actual 
image being printed by the actual printing colors, therefore ; requiring the use of the non- 
printing color as a background in the print data is necessary^to highlight the precise 
shape of the image. Furthermore, often companies determine prior to printing which 
color they want as the background color to their logo, and as a result this is the color of 
the print medium they select, which makes it the non-printing color. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of US Patent No 5,905,894 to De Bonet. 

Regarding claim 12. which depends from claim 1 , the combination of Hoffman 
and Thompson does not disclose: 

An apparatus as described in claim 1 , wherein the calculated results from the ink- 
amount calculating unit can be externally output as print data in conjunction with the 
logo data. 
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However, De Bonet discloses an output interface that provides requisite circuitry 
to electrically connect and interface display and printer to the computer system (Fig 1 
Reference #130, # 150 and #160, Col 5 lin 44-46) This reference shows that data to be 
displayed, such as the calculated results from the ink amount calculating unit, can be 
externally output as print data when connected to a printer. 

The combination of Hoffman and Thompson and the De Bonet Patent are 
combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor relating to displaying 
output information. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to connect a printer to the display as specified in the De Bonet Patent in 
order to output the calculated results from the ink amount calculating unit as specified in 
the Hoffman Patent as print data. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would be to allow for a printed visual 
display of the ink-amount calculated results in that might need to be shown and 
distributed to others, say in a company meeting for example. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the De Bonet Patent with the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson in to obtain the invention in claim 12. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of US Patent No 5,782,567 to Endo. 

Regarding claim 13. which depends from claim 1 , the combination of Hoffman 
and Thompson does not disclose: 
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An apparatus as described in claim 1 , wherein the printer is a POS printer or 
ATM printer, and the logo data is image data stored in the printer for printing on a print 
sheet such as a sales receipt, transaction receipt, or other form. 

However, Endo discloses a sale apparatus, wherein the printer is POS printer or 
ATM printer (Col 1 Lin 14-17), and the logo data is image data stored (Col 2 Lin 57-58) 
in the printer for printing on a print sheet such as a sales receipt, transaction receipt, or 
other form. (Col 2, Lin 16-19) 

The combination of Hoffman and Thompson and the Endo Patent are 
combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor relating to printing logo 
data. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a POS printer as specified in the Endo Patent as the printer 
specified in the combination of Hoffman and Thompson. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been the fact that many 
logos, such as a company logo, are often printed when a sale is made in order to 
advertise or for convenience to the customer for classifying the printed material. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the Endo Patent with the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson in to obtain the invention in claim 13. 

Claims 38 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of US Patent No 6,377,359 to Higashio. 
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Regarding claim 38, please see the rational provided for claim 1 . Furthermore 
the combination of Hoffman and Thompson discloses [in Hoffman]: 

A host system having a data transmission unit for sending data to an inkjet 
printer for printing (Col 2, Lin 48-50). 

However, it is noted that the combination of Hoffman and Thompson does not 
explicitly disclose calculating the size for the logo data printed by the printer based on 
the source data read by the reading unit. 

Higashio explicitly discloses the calculation of the size of the logo data printed by 
the printer based on the source data read by the reading unit. (Fig 1 1, Col 7 Lin 47-54) 

The combination of Hoffman and Thompson and the Higashio Patent are 
combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor relating to aspects of an 
apparatus that captures, processes, and prints an image. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the calculation of the logo data size printed for the printer in the 
Higashio Patent as attribute data to be displayed on the display unit specified in the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to monitor ink usage 
and actual size of printed image or logo desired. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the Higashio Patent with the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson in order to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 1. 
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Regarding claim 39, please see the rational provided for claims 1 and 38. The 
apparatus of claim 38 would perform the method of claim 39. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied to claim 1 above in view of Caruso, 
and further in view of US Patent No 6,529,202 to Wu. 

Regarding claim 5, w hich depends from claim 1, rational provided in rejection of 
claim 3 is incorporated herein. 

The combination does not expressly disclose the determination of a percentage 
of each color pixel count relative to the total pixel count, as attribute data. 

However, Wu discloses the determination of a percentage of each color pixel 
count relative to the total pixel count. (Col 3, Lin 16-23) 

The combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied in claim 1 in view of 
Caruso and the Wu Patent are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor that relates to the printing and viewing of multi-color images. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the determination of the percentage of each color pixel count 
relative to the total pixel count the Wu Patent as attribute data calculated by the ink- 
amount calculating unit specified in the combination of Hoffman and Thompson in view 
of Caruso. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to enable the user to 
monitor the color ratios of the image being printed in order maximize the use of the ink 
cartridges used to print the image. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the Wu Patent with the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson in view of Caruso to obtain the invention 
specified in claim 5. 

Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Hoffman, Thompson, and Caruso, and further in view of US Patent No 
6,631,967 to Saruta. 

Regarding claim 6 f which depends from claim 1 , the combination of Hoffman and 
Thompson in further view of Caruso teaches: 

'An apparatus as described in claim 1 , wherein the logo data contains a plurality 
of colors (Thompson Col 2, Lin 16-32) and the ink-amount calculating unit calculates a 
count of color pixels in the logo data as attribute data. (Caruso, Col 3 Lin 63-67, Col 4 
Lin 1-3, Fig 1 Reference 114) 

The combination of Hoffman and Thompson in further view of Caruso does not 
expressly disclose calculating the product of the color pixel count multiplied by an ink 
amount used to print a pixel. 

However, Saruta discloses calculating the product of the color pixel count 
multiplied by an ink amount used to print a pixel. (Col 17 Lin 47-54, Note that an "on" ink 
dot is used instead of a pixel count) 

The combination of Hoffman, Thompson, and Caruso and the Saruta Patent are 
combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor that relates to calculating 
the total ink consumption used to print an image. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to calculate the product of the total number of ink dots multiplied by the 
amount of ink used for each dot by the printer in the Saruta Patent in order to calculate 
the total ink consumption of a plurality of colors in a logo to be printed as specified in the 
combination of Hoffman, Thompson and Caruso. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to determine the total 
amount of ink consumed in order to print the image. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the Saruta Patent with the 
combination of Hoffman, Thompson and Caruso to obtain the invention specified in 
claim 6. 

Regarding claim 7, which depends from claim 1 , please see rational provided for 
claims 6 and 3. 

Regarding claim 8. which depends from claim 1 , the combination of Hoffman and 
Thompson in further view of Caruso does not expressly disclose the apparatus as 
described in claim 6, wherein the ink-amount calculating unit reads an amount of ink 
consumed for one dot stored for each printer model, and as a result calculates the ink 
consumption as the product of the read ink consumption amount multiplied by the color 
pixel count as attribute data. 

However, Saruta discloses an ink consumption calculation wherein an amount of 
ink consumed for one dot is determined for the printer being used, and as a result 
calculates the ink consumption as the product of the determined ink consumption 
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amount multiplied by the color pixel count as attribute data. (Col 17 Lin 39-54, Once 
again, "on" ink dots are used instead of pixel counts) 

The combination of Hoffman, Thompson, and Caruso and the Saruta Patent are 
combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor that relates to calculating 
the total ink consumption used to print an image. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to calculate the product of the total number of ink dots multiplied by the 
amount of ink used for each dot by the current printer model in the Saruta Patent in 
order to calculate the total ink consumption of a plurality of colors in a logo to be printed 
as specified in the combination of Hoffman, Thompson and Caruso. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to determine the total 
amount of ink consumed in order to print the image based on the printer being used. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the Saruta Patent with the 
combination of Hoffman, Thompson and Caruso to obtain the invention specified in 
claim 8. 

Claims 14-17. 25-28. 36. and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied to claim 1 
above, further in view of Caruso and further in view of US Patent No 6,381,348 to 
Takeo. 

Regarding claim 14. steps (a)-(d) of the method claimed, please see the rational 
provided for claims 1 and 2 through the combination of Hoffman, Thompson, and 
Caruso. 
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However, the combination of Hoffman, Thompson, and Caruso does not 
expressly disclose in the method the step of: 

(e) confirming input requesting termination of image processing and reprocessing 
the image when input is not confirmed, and outputting the updated image data when 
input is confirmed. 

However Takeo discloses a method comprising the step: 

(e) confirming input requesting termination of image processing, and 
reprocessing the image when input is not confirmed. (Fig 4, Col 7 Lin 40-55, Note that 
the reprocessing of the image according to Hoffman, Thompson, and Caruso includes 
steps (b) through (d) as specified above) and outputting the updated image data when 
input is confirmed. (Col 8 Lin 1-6) 

The combination of Hoffman, Thompson, and Caruso as applied in claims 1 and 
2 and the Takeo Patent are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor that relates to image processing and deciding when the termination of 
processing the image has been reached. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the confirmation and repetition step of the Takeo Patent in order to 
verify the readiness of the generated logo data specified in the combination of Hoffman, 
Thompson, and Caruso. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so is to provide the capability of monitoring 
any modifications made to the image and verifying that the image being analyzed for ink 
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consumption and printing is in fact completely processed to an acceptable and pleasing 
form to the user. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the Takeo Patent with the 
combination of Hoffman, Thompson, and Caruso to obtain the invention specified in 
claim 14. 

In addition, the combination of Hoffman, Thompson, and Caruso does not 
expressly disclose in step (b) generating logo data, including non-printing pixels. 

However this limitation can be rejected using the official notice explanation 
provided in claim 4 and the pixel counting of a plurality of colors provided by Caruso in 
claim 3. Please see the rational provided in claims 3 and 4. 

Regarding claim 15, which depends from claim 14, please see the rational 
provided for claim 2. In addition, the apparatus of claim 2 performs the method of claim 
15. 

Regarding claim 16, w hich depends from claim 14, please see the rational 
provided for claim 3. In addition, the apparatus of claim 3 performs the method of claim 
16. 

Regarding claim 17. which depends from claim 16, please see the rational 
provided for claim 4. In addition, the apparatus of claim 4 performs the method of claim 
17. 

Regarding claim 25, it is known that an operating unit specified in claim 1 such as 
•a CPU, requires a machine-readable medium embodying a program of instructions for 
directing a machine to execute a logo data generating method. 
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Please see rational provided for claim 14. 

Regarding claim 26, which depends from claim 25, please see the rational 
provided for claim 2. 

Regarding claim 27, which depends from claim 25, please see the rational 
provided for claim 3. 

Regarding claim 28, which depends from claim 27, please see the rational 
provided for claim 4. 

Regarding claim 36, which depends from claim 25, please see the rational 
provided for claim 25. 

It is noted that the references do not explicitly disclose the type of mediums 
provided in the claim. However, each claimed medium is well known in the art. 

It is obvious that a machine-readable medium such as a floppy disc is used to 
carry any set of program instructions due to the fact that it is very convenient to users 
because many CPU's comprise a floppy disc drive. 

Regarding claim 37, which depends from claim 25, please see the rational 
provided for claim 25. The program instructions follow the steps provided in claim 25, 
the executable commands are provided by the operating unit and the user, and the data 
set is the logo or image being analyzed, displayed and printed. 

Claims 9-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Hoffman, Thompson, Caruso, and Saruta as applied to claim 8, and 
further in view of US Patent No 5,802,420 to Garr et al. 
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Regarding claim 9, which depends from claim 8, the combination of Hoffman and 
Thompson in further view of Caruso does not expressly disclose: 

A way of determining a standard ink-usage of each type of sheet for ink-usage 
other than for printing the logo data, and calculates ink-usage per printed sheet from the 
standard ink-usage and the ink-usage for logo data printing as attribute data. 

However, Garr discloses: 

A way of determining a standard ink-usage of each type of sheet for ink-usage 
other than for printing the logo data, and calculates ink-usage per printed sheet from the 
standard ink-usage and the ink-usage for logo data printing as attribute data. (Col 3 Lin 
46-50) 

The combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied in claim 1 in further view 
of Caruso and the Garr et al Patent are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor that relates to determining the amount of ink consumed to print a 
particular image. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the determination of standard ink-usage of each type of sheet in 
the Garr et al Patent in order to calculate the total consumption of ink specified in the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson in further view of Caruso. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to allow the apparatus 
to function correctly when handling different types of printing sheets. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the Garr et al Patent with the 
combination of Hoffman and Thompson in further view of Caruso to obtain the invention 
specified in claim 9. 

Regarding claim 10. which depends from claim 9, the combination further 
teaches [in Garr et al]: 

An apparatus as described in claim 9, wherein the ink-amount calculating unit 
calculates a number of sheets that can be printed per ink cartridge from a previously 
stored ink cartridge capacity and calculated ink-usage per printed sheet as attribute 
data. (Col 3 Lin 1-4) 

Regarding claim 1 1 , which depends from claim 9, the combination further 
teaches [in Garr et al]: 

An apparatus as described in claim 9, wherein the ink-amount calculating unit 
calculates average ink cartridge life from the calculated ink-usage per printed sheet and 
a previously stored average number of printed sheets issued in a specific time. (Col 10 
Lin 40-45) 

Claims 18 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the combination of Hoffman and Thompson as applied to claim 1 , in view of 
Caruso and Wu applied to claim 5, and further in view of Takeo. 

Regarding claim 18. which depends from claim 14, please see the rational 
provided for claim 5. In addition, the apparatus of claim 5 performs the method of claim 
18. 
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Regarding claim 29. which depends from claim 25, please see the rational 
provided for claim 5. 

Claims 19-21 and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Hoffman, Thompson, Caruso, and Takeo as 
specified in claim 14, and further in view of Saruta. 

Regarding claim 19, which depends from claim 14, please see the rational 
provided for claim 6. In addition, the apparatus of claim 6 performs the method of claim 
19. 

Regarding claim 20. w hich depends from claim 19, please see the rational 
provided for claim 7. In addition, the apparatus of claim 7 performs the method of claim 
20. 

Regarding claim 21. which depends from claim 19, please see the rational 
provided for claim 8. In addition, the apparatus of claim 8 performs the method of claim 
21. 

Regarding claim 30. which depends from claim 25, please see the rational 
provided for claim 6. 

Regarding claim 31. w hich depends from claim 30, please see the rational 
provided for claim 7. 

Regarding claim 32, which depends from claim 30, please see the rational 
provided for claim 8. 
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Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Hoffman, Thompson, and Higashio as applied to claim 39, in view of 
Takeo applied to claim 14, and further in view of Caruso. 

Regarding claim 40 t which depends from claim 39, the combination of Hoffman, 
Thompson, and Higashio does not disclose: 

A logo data generating method as described in claim 39, further comprising the 
step of reprocessing the logo data based on the displayed ink-usage. 

However, it is noted in the rejection of claim 14 a similar method consisting of a 
step of reprocessing the logo data when input is not confirmed. The ink usage of a 
printed logo is one of the parameters on which the logo data being processed is 
confirmed and judged according to the combination of Hoffman, Thompson, Caruso and 
Takeo as mentioned in claim 14 above. Please see rational provided in claim 14. 

Therefore, it is officially noted that it was known to a person skilled in the art that 
the confirmation step (e) in claim 14, would include reprocessing the logo data based on 
the displayed ink-usage. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the step of reprocessing the logo data based on the 
displayed ink-usage of claim 40 in the confirmation step specified in claim 14. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to monitor ink usage that relates to 
the cost of printing the logo, so that the logo can be regenerated to use less ink. 

Claims 22-24, and 33-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Hoffman, Thompson, Caruso, and Saruta as 
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applied to claim 8, further in view of Takeo applied to claim 14, and further in view of 
Garr et al. 

Regarding claim 22, which depends from claim 19, please see the rational 
provided for claim 9. In addition, the apparatus of claim 9 performs the method of claim 
22. 

Regarding claim 23, which depends from claim 22, please see the rational 
provided for claim 10. In addition, the apparatus of claim 10 performs the method of 
claim 23. 

Regarding claim 24, which depends from claim 22, please see the rational 
provided for claim 11. In addition, the apparatus of claim 1 1 performs the method of 
claim 24. 

Regarding claim 33, which depends from claim 30, please see the rational 
provided for claim 9. 

Regarding claim 34, which depends from claim 33, please see the rational 
provided for claim 10. 

Regarding claim 35, which depends from claim 33, please see the rational 
provided for claim 11. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Patent No. 5,663,750 to Sakuma discloses an ink ejection device 
with an ink saving mode used when remaining ink amount is minimal. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jacob P. Rohwer whose telephone number is 571-272- 
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the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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